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Title of the chapter is confusing when compared to the content
of the chapter. For example, the majority of natural
communities evaluated are aquatic habitat, e.g, “tidal perennial
aquatic.” The majority of the species evaluated are terrestrial.
Potentially renaming it or reorganizing some of the information
in this chapter to other chapters would be more appropriate.
Chapter 11 is the Fish and Aquatic Resources but it does not
evaluate changes to aguatic habitat that are evaluated in the
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A comprehensive frame of reference for impacts should be
provided. Each of the impact assessments states the percent
impact of BDCP CMs compared to the amount of each natural
community remaining. The example here is, “These
modifications represent less than 1% of the 82,266 acres of the
community that is mapped in the study area.” This gives the
impression that BDCP impacts are not very much to this natural
community. However, it is not apparent to readers without
knowledge of historical aquatic habitat losses, that the majority
of Bay Delta natural aquatic communities have been eliminated.
The recent Historical Delta Ecology Report provides estimates of
pre-development natural communities in the Delta. These
estimates should be provided to give the reader a more
ecologically appropriate frame of reference in which to
understand the estimated impacts from the proposed project.
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Table 12-4-1 and other aquatic natural community tables,
especially 12-4-5 & 12-4-6. Impacts to aquatic communities
seem fairly low. Evaluating the mapbooks verifies very few
aquatic communities mapped on Bouldin and Bacon Islands.
There are Corps of Engineers CWA 404 project-level
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